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rotect men in the 
that in this realm 





to legislate on religious questions. 
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“Proclaim liberty throughout all the Jand unto all the inhabitants thereof.’ Leviticus 25310. 
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LW.NG GALLOWAY, N. Y. 
The Present Home of the League of Nations in Geneva, Switzerland 


This building having been outgrown, the foundation stone was laid in September, 1929, for new and 


permanent buildings, to include an assembly hall, an office building, and a library. 
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Shall the Government 
Change the Religious Days? 


URING the month of 

October, 1931, an In- 
ternational Conference is to be convened 
by the League of Nations, and is to be 
clothed with treaty-making power from 
sixty-two nations. It is planned to re- 
vise our present cal- 
endar and adopt a 
universal calendar. 
with “blank” days, 
which are not to be 
counted in the 
weekly cycle. This 
would shift the fixed 
religious days of the 
week to different 
days of the new 
“week” from year to 
year. Each govern- 
ment participating in 
this International 
Conference will be 
called upon to ratify 


the treaty agreemen‘ 
relative to this cal- 


endar reform. 

We hold that the 
United States gov- 
ernment should _ re- 
main absolutely neutral upon this sub- 
ject. It should not place its legal 
indorsement on the observance of any 
day of the week, either Saturday or Sun- 
day, nor yet Mriday, ag a holy day. 
These are the days now observed by dif- 








By the Editor 





The insertion of blank days, which the new 
calendar proposes, thereby breaking the con- 


tinuity of the week, would bring only oon- 
fusion, hardship, and persecution for consci- 


entious ctfizens. 


ferent religious bodies. The 
civil government should not 
interfere with the observance of any of 
these religious days. It should never 
pass any civil laws which would place 
any sect at a disadvantage, or give 
preference and priv- 


hy CW] ilege to one sect 
ii i | f 
M Ky above another. 

« In an ideal civil 


government, no civil 
duty which one man 
owes to another 
should ever conflict 
with a religious duty 
he owes to his Cre- 
ator. It is only when 
the civil government 
invades the domain 
of God, or when the 
church seeks to con- 
trol the state, that a 
eonflict of rights 
arises. If both the 
church and the state 
maintained a_ posi- 
tion of absolute neu- 
trality and noninter- 
ference in the affairs 
of the other, no hardship or inconven- 
ience would ever be imposed by one 
upon the other. 


The state has no right to fix or change 


the observance of religious days, as 
would follow if the Cotsworth calendar 
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plan of blank days were adopted. The 
state, of course, has a right to make 
every day a secular or business day so 
far as its own affairs are concerned, but 
it has no right to make a certain day 
a religious day for all, or to change the 
divine arrangement as to the succession 
of religious days in their order, merely 
to accommodate big business in its 
finances, to the detriment of religion. 
This is a question upon which the state 
should remain neutral in order that 
all citizens, irrespective of what their 
religious faith may be, may stand upon 
an equality before the civil law and the 
bar of justice. 

The National Calendar Committee of 
the United States, of which George East- 
man is chairman, has not maintained a 
position of neutrality or mere survey 
and inquiry relative to ascertaining 
public sentiment upon the calendar 
issue. It has carried on an extensive 
campaign of propaganda favorable to 
the Cotsworth plan, and has denounced 
the opposition to that plan from reli- 
gious sources in terms that are such as 
should not be employed by a supposedly 
neutral committee. It has belittled the 
rights of religious minorities. It has 
assailed their religious beliefs, and even 
endeavored to overthrow their religious 
tenets in its propaganda to the public 
in behalf of securing the indorsement 


Smooth Riding Until They Come to the Blank Day 


of its peculiar calendar scheme of blank 
days. 

At the same time, the official mem- 
bers of this National Calendar Com- 
mittee have claimed that its appoint- 
ment was semiofficial on the part of the 
United States government. If this is 
the case, then the committee should have 
remained neutral in its attitude toward 
religious questions and religious organ- 
izations. No other National Calendar 
Committee has engaged actively in 
propaganda work favorable to a certain 
calendar plan, nor did any other com- 
mittee assail the religious beliefs of re- 
ligious organizations in order to preju- 
dice the public mind against them. 

This National Calendar Committee, in 
sending out its questionnaires to busi- 
ness and religious leaders to ascertain 
their attitude toward “the universal 
adoption of a thirteen-month fixed cal- 
endar,” phrased the questions in such a 
way as to leave an uninformed person 
in the dark as to what would be actually 
involved in the adoption of a thirteen- 
month fixed calendar. It would mean 
the disruption of the weekly cycle and 
the alteration of the divine law in the 
observance of the Sabbath day, if the 
new calendar is followed. The result 
was that many voted in favor of such 
a radical change in our calendar, when, 
if they had understood what was in- 
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volved in the year-day or blank-day 
principle, it would never have received 
their indorsement. 

In proof of this, we need merely to 
call attention to the questionnaire which 
was sent by the National Calendar Com- 
mittee to the 140 business firms in Amer- 
ica which are now using the thirteen- 
period plan in their own internal busi- 
ness operations. According to the 
Supplementary Report which was for- 
warded to the League of Nations by the 
National Calendar Committee through 
the State Department, the report states: 
“The returns from the questionnaire 
showed that of the 110 who replied, 93 
were in favor of the universal adoption 
of a thirteen-month fixed calendar, 4 
were opposed, 2 replied ‘unnecessary,’ 
and 11 were noncommittal.” 
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After reading the personal replies 
from some of these business firms, as 
printed in the Supplementary Report, 
we concluded that most of these firms 
did not understand what was involved 
in the phrase, “a thirteen-month fixed 
calendar,” nor what the terms “year 
day” and “blank day” actually meant. 
So we sent a questionnaire to these same 
firms that are now using the thirteen- 
period plan in their own businesses, 
and which were listed as having given 
a favorable reply to the questionnaire 
sent them by the National Calendar 
Committee. We clearly set before these 
men what was involved in the year-day 
and blank-day plan, and asked them if 
they favored governmental compulsion 
to enforce upon all this plan which 
would disrupt the weekly cycle and alter 
the fixed religious days of the 
week. 

The returns from our ques- 
tionnaire showed that out of 
the 50 who replied, 30 were 
opposed to the universal and 
compulsory adoption of a 
thirteen-month fixed calen- 
dar, and only 20 favored it. 
And 32 stated that they did 
not deem the year-day or 
blank-day plan essential to 
the success of their business. 
In other words, 60 per cent 
of these men reversed their 
former position under the 
questions which we submitted 
to them in our questionnaire, 
which clearly proves that 
they did not understand what 
the phrase, “a thirteen-month 
fixed calendar,” meant, nor 
what the blank days and year 
days meant. 

When they were asked di- 
rectly and pointedly whether 
they favored the disruption of 
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Under the year of twelve 


rent twelve times a year, also his bills for gas, electricity, telephone, 





ths the householder pays his house 


the weekly cycle and the alter- 
ation of the fixed religious 


insurance premiums, and all other monthly items. But under the days of the week, their an- 


year of thirteen months all such bills and premiums would have oo “ ” 
to be paid thirteen times during the year, greatly to the financial swer was unequivocally, “No, 
loss of the average citizen, and to the gain of the capitalist. 


(Continued on page 114) 














a the third quarter, 1930, issue of 
the LIBERTY magazine we printed the 
Massachusetts Court Records and Stat- 
utes relative to the persecution of the 
Quakers and dissenters up to the date 
of May 11, 1659. At that time there 
were certain leading Quakers languish- 
ing in prison cells, and others had been 
banished, forbidden to return to Massa- 
chusetts on pain of death. In this ar- 
ticle we shall set forth the Massachu- 
setts Records of the General Court of 
October 18, 1659, actually sentencing 
three Quakers to suffer the death pen- 
alty. 

The record of the court reads as fol- 
lows : 

“It is ordered that William Robinson, Mar- 
maduke Stephenson, and Mary Dyer, Quak- 
ers, now in prison for their rebellion, sedition, 
and presumptuous obtruding. themselves upon 
us, notwithstanding their being sentenced to 
banishment on pain of death, as underminers 
of this government, etc., shall be brought be- 
fore this court for their trials, to suffer the 
penalty of the law (the just reward of their 
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Puritan Justification for 
Persecution of Quakers 


transgression), on the morrow morning, being 
the 19th of this instant. 

“William Robinson, Marmaduke Stephenson, 
and Mary Dyer, banished this jurisdiction by 
the last court of assistants, on pain of death, 
being committed by order of the general court, 
were sent for, brought to the bar, acknowledged 
themselves to be the persons banished; after 
a full hearing of what the prisoners could say 
for themselves, it was put to the question, 
whether Wm. Robinson, Marmaduke Stephen- 
son, and Mary Dyer, the persons now in prison, 
who have been convicted for Quakers, and ban- 
ished this jurisdiction on pain of death, should 
be put to death according as the law provides 
in that case? 

“The court resolved this question in the 
affirmative. 

“And the Governor, in open court, declared 
the sentence to William Robinson, that was 
brought to the bar: William Robinson, you 
shall go from hence to the place from whence 
you came, and from thence to the place of execu- 
tion, and there hang till you be dead. The 
like sentences, the Governor, in open court, 
pronounced against Marmaduke Stephenson 
and Mary Dyer, being brought to the bar, one 
after another, in the same words. 

“Whereas William Robinson, Marmaduke 
Stephenson, and Mary Dyer are sentenced by 
this court to death, for their rebellion, etc., it 
is ordered, that the Secretary issue out his 





LIBERTY 


warrant to Edward Mitchelson, marshall gen- 
eral, for repairing to the prison on the 27th 
of this instant October, and take the said Wil- 
liam Robinson, Marmaduke Stephenson, and 
Mary Dyer, into his custody; and then forth- 
with, by the aid of Captain James Oliver, with 
one hundred soldiers, taken out by his order, 
proportionably out of each company in Boston, 
completely armed with pike and musketeers, 
with powder and bullet, to lead them to the 
place of execution, and there see them hang 
till they be dead. And in their going, and 
being there, and return, to see all things be 
carried peaceably and orderly. Warrants is- 
sued out accordingly. 
“Same Record 

“Whereas Mary Dyer is condemned by the 
general court to be executed for her offenses: 
on the petition of William Dyer, her son, it is 
ordered, that the said Mary Dyer shall have 
liberty for forty-eight hours after this day, to 
depart out of this jurisdiction, after which 
time, being found therein, she is forthwith to 
be executed; and in the meantime that she be 
kept close prisoner till her son or some other 
person be ready to carry her away within the 
aforesaid time. And it is further ordered, that 
she shall be carried to the place of execution, 
and there to stand upon the gallows, with a 
rope about her neck, till the rest be executed ; 
and then to return to the prison and remain 
as aforesaid.” 


Puritans Justify Killing of Quakers 

After two of these Quakers had been 
hanged, a storm of protest arose from 
certain quarters against these extreme 
measures employed by the 
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which have been presented to vindicate the 
justice of this court’s proceedings in reference 
to the Quakers, do thankfully acknowledge 
themselves engaged to the gentlemen that have 
taken pains therein; and for the satisfaction 
of such as may any way be doubtful: It is 
ordered, that the two declarations, here under- 
written, shall go forthwith by the authority 
and order of the general court, the first of them 
to the press to be printed, the other from the 
secretary to the towns in writing. 

“Although the justice of our proceedings 
against William Robinson, Marmaduke Ste- 
phenson, and Mary Dyer, supported by the au- 
thority of this court, and the laws of the 
country and the laws of God, may rather per- 
suade us to expect encouragement and com- 
mendation from all prudent and pious men, 
than convince us of any necessity to apologize 
for the same, yet for as much as men of weaker 
parts, out of pity and commiseration (a com- 
mendable and Christian virtue, yet easily abused 
and susceptible of sinister and dangerous im- 
pressions), for want of full information, may 
be less satisfied; and men of perverse prin- 
ciples may take occasion hereby to calumniate 
us and render us as bloody persecutors: to 
satisfy the one, and stop the mouths of the 
other,— 

“We thought it to be requisite to declare, 
that about three years since, divers persons 
professing themselves Quakers (of whose per- 
nicious principles and practices we had re- 
ceived intelligence from good hands), from 
Barbadoes and England arrived at Boston, 
whose persons were only secured, to be sent 
away by the first opportunity, without censure 

(Continued on page 115) 





Puritans against the 
Quakers, and the General 
Court of Massachusetts 
felt under obligation to set 
forth a declaration which 
in its judgment seemed to 
justify the execution of 
the death penalty upon 
Quakers. It appears that 
certain leading Puritans 
drew up several declara- 
tions, one of which the 
General Court adopted as 
its own in justification of 
the hanging of the Quak- 
ers. The Massachusetts 
Court Record reads as 
follows: 
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“The court having considered 
of the several declarations 


“A HISTORY OF THE U. S.,” N. Y., 1861 


A Quaker Publicly Whipped in Colonial Massachusetts 


Cc. S. REINHART, ARTIST 














United States 


2 cee Supreme Court of the United 
States, in denying citizenship to 
Douglas Clyde MacIntosh, a minister of 
the gospel, a World War chaplain, and 
a professor in Yale University, and to 
Marie A. Bland, a Canadian war nurse, 
on the ground that they would not agree 
to bear arms in the event of war unless 
their consciences justified such a course, 
to be consistent, would have had to deny 
citizenship to Jesus Christ if He had 
applied, because He, too, recognized the 
claims of God upon the soul as para- 
mount to any other claim. None of the 
apostles could have qualified for citizen- 
ship under the American government, 
for Peter, when he faced the Jewish rul- 
ers, speaking for all the apostles, said, 
“We ought to obey God rather than 
men.” 

On the basis of the Supreme Court 
decision, it is not moral character, nor 
conscientious scruples, nor high ideals 
and religious principles and loyalty to 
God, that weigh in the determination 
of good citizenship; but that which 
counts above every other qualification 
for citizenship is an unquestioned devo- 
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Christ Not Eligible 
to Citizenship in the 






tion to the war god Mars, and an uncon- 
ditional surrender of the conscience to 
the exactions of militarism in defense 
of political nationalism. 

Those qualities that make for the 
highest type of manhood and woman- 
hood, and for stability of government, 
as manifested in the public careers of 
Dr. MacIntosh, a man selected to train 
young men for the gospel ministry in 
one of our renowned educational institu- 
tions, and Miss Bland, a woman who 
jeopardized her life in ministering to 
the wounded soldiers in France, are con- 
sidered of light worth. Persons with 
such traits are undesirable citizens; we 
cannot admit them to citizenship in this 
great American Republic; they are a 
menace to the stability and perpetuity 
of our government! 

We admit all kinds of people from 
Europe, even those of the lowest moral 
standards, into citizenship in America, 
provided they swear supreme loyalty to 
the military machine in which the gov- 
ernment seems to have put its trust for 
future salvation and preservation. 

(Continued on page 118) 











Some Press Comments 


on the 


MacIntosh-Bland Citizenship Cases 


ONSIDERABLE com- 

ment of an adverse na- 
ture has been given by the 
American Press to the United States 
Supreme Court’s 5 to 4 decision deny- 
ing citizenship to Douglas Clyde Mac- 
Intosh, a professor of theology at Yale 
University, and to Marie A. Bland, a 
Canadian war nurse, because they could 
not conscientiously swear that they 
would be willing to bear arms in case. 
of war. Professor MacIntosh would not 
promise to serve in a war unless he 
should feel the cause was justified. Miss 
Bland definitely 


By 
Heber H. Votaw 


country. ... Needless to say, it 
is not expected that women will 
ever be expected to bear arms, yet 
one woman who possesses every 
legitimate qualification for citizenship has been 
refused naturalization because she admits a 
condition that exists.” 


Likewise in a moderate tone, the 
Youngstown Vindicator says: 

“As to the character of the two there has 
been no question; it is exemplary, and both 
have excellent records. ... Liberals see dan- 
ger to this country in barring men and women 
of such high character that they are willing 
to make any sacrifice rather than subscribe to 
a principle in which they do not believe... . 

Calm _ consideration 
oe would seem to lead to 





refused to bear 
arms under any 
circumstances. 
The _ following 
excerpts will be of 
interest to the 
readers of LiIB- 
ERTY. We quote 
first from the As- 
bury Park (N. J.) 
Evening Press: 
“There is nothing 
to indieate that either 
of these applicants 
would not make Amer- 
ican citizens of the 
highest type. Both 
have had notable ¢a- 
reers, and both pro- 
fess allegiance to all 
intrinsic American 
ideals. . . . There is 
nothing in the Con- 
stitution that compels 








the conclusion that 
the final word on the 
subject has not been 
said. When two such 
men as Justice 
Hughes and Justice 
Holmes take the view 
that the country is 
making a mistake in 
excluding applicants 
from citizenship who 
are so devoted to 
principle that they 
would rather _ re- 
nounce_ something 
they desire very 
greatly rather than 
agree to the possibil- 
ity that they may 
some day consent to 
do what they think is 
wrong, then we may 
be sure that the 
question is still alive, 
and will not be set- 
tled until it is settled 








American citizens to 
bear arms, or to 
pledge themselves to 
such action, nor has 
Congressional legislation stipulated such a 
pledge. In fact, only an interpretation of the 
naturalization law written by the Department 
of Labor, and now sustained by the courts, 
requires that applicants for citizenship shall 
promise to take up arms in the defense of the 


Uncle Sam's Melting Pot as Pictured by Edmund 
Duffie in the Baltimore “Sun” 


right.” 


While feeling 
that there is a lit- 
tle danger in admitting to citizenship 
those who refuse to bear arms, the Hous- 
ton (Tex.) Chronicle concludes that 
their worth to the country outweighs 
any danger attending their admission: 
105 
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“The Chronicle does not wish to see persons 
who hold conscientious objections to bearing 
arms barred from citizenship in this country. 
There might indeed be some question of what 
would become of the country, what would be- 
come of our civilization, if a very large pro- 
portion of our citizens held such objections, 
and if the nation were thereby prevented from 
calling on them for its defense. ... The tribe 
of those who hold to such a view is small, 
and its members, as we well know, have ren- 
dered great service to humanity, and therefore 
to the nation in which they happen to reside. 

. So we may very well, as a matter of tol- 
eration and of long-range service to ourselves, 
allow them full citizenship, even those who 
come to us from abroad.” 


The Boston Transcript, while whole- 
heartedly approving the decision, yet 
admits that as far as these two indi- 
viduals are concerned, no danger to the 
Republic could by any possibility follow 
their admission to American citizenship. 


Across the con- 
tinent in Salem, 
Oregon, an editor 
with a different 
viewpoint says: 

“The court draws 


the line on finespun 
and senseless theory 
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“The people of the United States have lost 
much more than the fellowship of two worthy 
persons by the United States Supreme Court 
decision barring Prof. Douglas C. MacIntosh 
and Marie Averill Bland from citizenship. 
The extent of the loss will not be apparent at 
once. But it is already apparent that five 
members of the court, over the protest of the 
other four, have given a decision which opens 
the way for executive usurpation of legislative 
power, and which, in effect, imposes a religious 
test as a qualification for citizenship.” 


Across in New Jersey, the Jersey 
Journal has this to say: 

“The question which concerns the nation is 
bigger than that presented to the court. It 
should now be possible, without being accused 
of treason or worse, to urge that blind agree- 
ment in advance to bear arms is not necessarily 


‘a test of fitness for admission to citizenship. 


Surely even the hot-heads will not deny the 
patriotism of the Chief Justice. 


MacIntosh and Miss Bland had, in 
good faith, pledged 
their willingness to 
bear arms, even in a 
war of aggression, 
and had, the next 
Sunday after receiv- 
ing full citizenship 
papers entitling them 
to liberty of speech, 
attended President 


“If Dr. 








while opening the Hoover’s Quaker 
floodgates to the riff- meeting house and 
raff of the world. become converted, 


Chief Justice Hughes, 
in dissenting, said 
that Congress had 
not required all ap- 
plicants for citizen- 
ship to take up arms, 
and urged that the 
religious scruples of 
those opposing war be 
respected, as they are 
with native-born citi- 
zens. He called at- 
tention to the fact 
that the naturaliza- 
tion oath was the 











MIGHT, AND IN THAT 
FAITH LET US TO THE 
END DARE TO DO OUR 
DUTY AS WE UNDER 
STAND IT, LorahamZieopin 


they would have been 
entirely safe in an- 


Za nouncing that they 
| had changed their 
RIGHT MAKES minds. They would 


have been protected 
by the Constitution of 
the United States, by 
the courts and all the 
agencies of the law, 
in any reform move- 
ment which _ they 
/; might have launched. 

to induce all the peo- 


ple of the United 











States to become 











same as the oath of 














office for Federal em- 
ployees, and insisted 
there had never been any suggestion that an 
office holder in taking oath must promise to 
bear arms. He called the decision repugnant 
to ‘the fundamental principle of representative 
government,’ which it is.” 


The New York World Telegram be- 
lieves that— 


Quakers, and to 
promise never to bear 
arms against any one under any circumstances. 
(This is not to say that such is the philosophy 
of every Quaker, but it is to say that such a 
philosophy Dr. MacIntosh and Miss Bland 
could have preached with impunity, if only they 
had first become citizens by promising to bear 
arms.)” 
(Continued on page 119) 
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The United States Supreme Court 


Constitutional 


Freedom of the Press Upheld 


) pow Supreme Court of the United 
States, in a 5 to 4 decision upholding 
the freedom of the press under the pro- 
visions of the Fourteenth Amendment 
of the Federal Constitution, has ren- 
dered the cause of human freedom in 
America an invaluable service. Chief 
Justice Hughes, in handing down the 
majority decision of the highest court, 
has buttressed the freedom of the press 
with clear, calm logic and legal reason- 
ing, and with a conviction of justice and 
right born of the throes of historic bat- 
tles waged by the leaders of the common 
people of former days, who fought for 
liberty of opinion and freedom of speech 
and press against the political tyrannies 
of the past. 

The struggle for this priceless heritage 
of freedom began in England. John 
Milton, in his famous address to the 


British Parliament. against censorship 
of the press, said: 

“Give me the liberty to know, to utter, and 
to argue freely according to conscience, above 
all other liberties. Believe me, Lords and Com- 
mons, they who counsel you to such a suppress- 
ing of books, do as good as bid you suppress 
yourselves.” 

Lord Erskine, in his great speech in 
defense of Thomas Paine, author of 
“The Age of Reason,” whose doctrines 
he personally abhorred, re-echoed the 
Miltonie challenge in these words: 

“T shall ever maintain it to be the dearest 
privilege of Great Britain to watch over every- 
thing that affects their happiness, either in the 
system of their government or in the practice, 
and that for this purpose the press must be 
free. If the government feels itself annoyed 
by it, let it examine its own conduct, and it 
will find the cause; let it amend it, and it will 
find the remedy.” 


(Continued on page 120) 
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The Three Hebrews Refusing to Bow Down 
to the Golden Image 


HE three Hebrew worthies were 
east into the fiery furnace by Nebu- 
chadnezzar, king of Babylon, as shown 
on the front cover illustration, because 
they refused to obey a religious law that 
was enacted by the civil authorities. 
Their deliverance ought to be an object 
lesson to every government on earth not 
to attempt to force the conscience in 
religious matters. God purposely vindi- 
cated the course of His three faithful 
servants who refused to surrender their 
religious convictions to the absolute 
sovereignty of Nebuchadnezzar, by mi- 
raculously delivering them, and by nulli- 
fying the law of the king of Babylon. 
But the kings and the governments 
of earth have been slow in learning the 
lesson that God does not want them to 
propagate either a false or the true reli- 
von by foree. All through the centuries 
the kings of earth have meddled with 
religious affairs, and have endeavored 
to entorce their religious notions upon 
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The Three 
Hebrew Worthies 
and the 
Fiery Furnace 


all their subjects under the authority of 
the penal codes. Millions of dissenters 
have had to pay the price of martyrdom 
for following the example of the three 
Hebrews, whom God vindicated for re- 
fusing to submit to religious laws en- 
forced by the civil magistrates. But the 
course of these millions of martyrs will 
be vindicated by the Majesty of heaven 
in the final judgment. 

Even in this day, the civil govern- 
ments are not entirely free from enact- 
ing laws that are in open conflict with 
the law of God, and they still persecute 
religious dissenters. Many of the States 
in the Union still require religious tests 
to validate the testimony of witnesses 
before a civil court, and in order to 
qualify for holding civil office in the 
State. Compulsory Sunday observance 
laws are enforced upon all citizens, 
whether they observe another day as 
holy time or not. It is even planned 
to change the law and the times of God 
by altering the weekly cycle in the revi- 
sion of the calendar, thus bringing hard- 
ships and disabilities upon those who 
conscientiously seek to observe the com- 
mandments of God. 


It is true that men are no longer cast 


into fiery furnaces as were the three 
Hebrews in Babylon, but many are still 
made to suffer severe penalties under 
the penal codes for their loyalty to the 


law of God, and for refusing to conform 
to the mandates of men which nullify 


the word of God. Men always have been 
tempted to substitute their own mode 


of worship, as did Nebuchadnezzar, in 
(Concluded on page 127) 
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The Harding Memorial, Marion, Ohio, Dedicated June 16, 1931 


The Late President Harding 
an Ardent Champion 


HE late President of 
Religious 
Liberty 


Harding was a great 
champion of the cause of 
religious ‘liberty, and was 
opposed to every form of 
religious intolerance. We 
take the following ex- 
cerpt from an address on religious lib- 
erty delivered by President Harding 
and printed in the Congressional Kec- 
ord of March 25, 1922: 

“There is no relationship here between church 
and state. Religious liberty has its unalterable 
place, along with civil and human liberty, in the 
very foundation of the Republie. Therein ig 
shown the farseeing vision of the immortal 
founders, and we are a better people and a bet- 
ter Republic because there is that freedom. 

“I fear it is forgotten sometimes. In the 
experiences of a year in the Presidency there 
has come to me no other such unwelcome im- 
pression as the manifest religious intolerance 
which exists among many of our citizens. I 
hold it to be a menace to the very liberties we 


boast and cherish.” 


When President Harding turned up 
the first shovelful of earth on the spot 


where the Baptist Me- 
morial Church was 
erected in Washington, 
D. C.. in honor of Roger 
Williams, the great 
American apostle of reli- 
gious liberty, he gave ut- 
terance to the following classic : 

“We cannot erect too many memorials to 
religious liberty, nor can we have too much reli- 
gious life in America.” 

At the unveiling of a statue of Alex- 
ander Hamilton, President Harding 
said : 

“We have our factions challenging both civil 
and religious liberty; and without them both 
made everlastingly secure, there can be no real 
human liberty. ... A free American has the 
right to labor without any other’s leave, It 
would be no less an abridgment to deny men 
the right to bargain collectively. Government 
‘cannot tolerate any class or group domination 
through force. It will be a sorry day when 


any group domination ig reflected in our laws. 


Government and the laws which government is 
areas with enforcing, must be for all the 
(Concluded on page 128) 
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Controversy Over the Teaching of 
Religion to the High School Students 
~ in Greater New York 


RELIGIOUS controversy is raging 

at present between the Interfaith 
Committee of Greater New York and the 
Teachers’ Union of the same city, over 
the question of teaching religion to high 
school students outside of school hours 
by instructors paid by the churches, and 
allowing high school students regents’ 
credits in Bible study. 

The Teachers’ Union formally pro- 
tests the allowing of such credits as 
substitutes for secular studies, on the 
ground that it “constitutes a violation 
of the spirit of the principle of the sepa- 
ration of church and state, if not of the 
letter itself.” 

Since the Interfaith Committee, which 
is composed of leaders in the Catholic, 
Jewish, and Protestant faiths, has asked 
for the privilege of instructing high 
school students of Greater New York in 
the fundamentals of religion outside of 
the school and by special religious in- 
structors at the expense of the churches, 
and has requested the school author- 
ities to grant school credits for such re- 
ligious instruction, as might naturally 
be expected, the American Association 
for the Advancement of Atheism has 
likewise petitioned the superintendent 
of schools in New York to allow this 
atheistic association to have access to 
these same high school students outside 
of school, to be instructed by special 
instructors in atheism at their own ex- 
pense, and to allow regents’ credits for 
such instruction. 

This plan of allowing credits for high 
school graduation based on religious in- 
struction, has already provoked a storm 
of protest from Catholics, Jews, and 
Protestants alike. “The effort to have 
the public schools put pressure upon its 
pupils to engage in these courses by any 
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means, direct or indirect,” says former 
Magistrate Hyman J. Reit, president of 
the New York branch of the United 
Synagogue of America, “is subversive 
of the principle of separation of church 
and state, which is one of the pillars on 
which this country is founded.” 


Unconstitutional 

It seems that the Teachers’ Union has 
the best of the argument from a legal 
viewpoint against allowing credits for 
religious instruction under the control 
and direction of religious organizations, 
and that such a departure is in direct 
violation of the State constitution of 
New York. 

Article IX, Section 4, of the New York 
State constitution says: 

“Neither the State nor any subdivision 
thereof, shall use its property or credit or any 
public money, or authorize and permit either to 
be used, directly or indirectly, in aid or main- 
tenance, other than for examination and inspec- 
tion, of any school or institution of learning 
wholly or in part under the control or direction 
of any religious denomination, or in which any 
denominational tenet or doctrine is taught.” 

When the New York Board of Regents 
allows credit for religious instruction as 
a substitute for secular instruction, it is 
doing something that the constitution 
of New York forbids. 

But laying aside the constitutional 
question of granting credit for religious 
instruction given by religious teachers 
under denominational control to apply 
on high school graduation, there is an- 
other feature that enters into this whole 
question, and that is fraught with 
graver consequences than violating a sec- 
tion of the State constitution. 


Public Schools Secular 


The public schools were ordained 
solely for the purpose of imparting 
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secular instruction. The churches were 
ordained to impart spiritual instruction. 
Each is supposed to work independently 
and separately in its own sphere. Such 
an arrangement as has been put in oper- 
ation in Greater New York is bound 
to provoke religious controversy, and in 
time will pave the way for still greater 
encroachments, and may ultimately open 
the door for all the evil consequences 
that flow from a union of chureh and 
state. The history of the past teaches 
that the first step taken in the direction 
of a union of church and state should 
be resisted. Unless it is resisted, an- 
other step will be taken, and still an- 
other, and finally the last step will be 
taken, which must end with another In- 
quisition. We must deny the church 
and state alliance the first step in the 
wrong direction, so it cannot take the 
last step. The best way to avoid trouble 
in the future is to shun the cause of 
trouble. 

A certain king wanted to engage a 
careful driver for his livery. Three 
men applied for the job. The king 
asked the three applicants how neer they 
could drive to the edge of a precipice 
without going over. The first replied he 
could drive within a foot of the edge; 
the second replied he could drive within 
an inch of the edge and not go over; 
but the third replied that he would stay 
just as far as possible from the edge in 


order to be safe, and the king informed 
the third applicant that he was the man 
he wanted for the job. In America the 
people are not looking for public officials 
who can steer the ship of state just as 
near as possible to the edge of a union 
of church and state without having such 
an alliance in fact, but for public offi- 
cials who will endeavor to steer as far 
as possible from such a contingency. 


Establishing the Old Order of Things 


The Interfaith Committee and the 
publie officials of Greater New York are 


' reverting back to “the old order of 


things,” and are flying a kite string 
across the chasm that separates church 
and state, just as John A. Roebling first 
flew a kite with a string attached across 
the East River between Brooklyn and 
New York City, and then a_ heavier 
string, and then a strong wire, and 
finally spanned the chasm between the 
two cities with the suspension bridge. 
The Interfaith Committee has flown its 
first kite across the church and state 
gap, and no one need fool himself that 
a strong wire will not follow in its wake, 
and that the church and state chasm 
will not ultimately be bridged. 

Every incipiency of a church and 
state union in the past, whether Cath- 
olic or Protestant, has always been in- 
augurated with mild measures which 


(Continued on page 125) 
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IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
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U. S. GRANT ON THE TEACHING OF RELIGION 


“Let us labor for the security of free thought, free speech, 
free press, pure morals, unfettered religious sentiments, 
and equal rights and privileges for all men, irrespective of 
nationality, color, or religion; encourage free schools, re- 
solve that not one dollar appropriated to them shall go to 
the support of any sectarian school; resolve that neither 
State nor nation shall support any institution save those 
where every child may get a common school education, 
unmixed with any atheistic, pagan, or sectarian teaching; 
leave the matter of religious teaching to the family altar, 
the church, and the private school, supported entirely by 
private contribution. Keep church and state forever sepa- 


























Rhode Island—First to Establish Full 
Religious Liberty 


Rhode Island was the cradle of religious liberty in 
America. Says the Encyclopedia Britannica: “Rhode 
Island was one of the first communities to advocate 
and to put into practice religious liberty and political 
individualism.” 

It was in the winter of 1635 that Roger Williams was 
tried in Massachusetts for heresy, and sentenced to 
banishment from the colony. To avoid being sent 
back to England, he sought refuge among the Indians, 
and a little later found his way to Rhode Island, where 
he founded a colony, the chief corner stone of which 
was freedom of religion. 

Roger Williams was banished from Massachusetts for 
teaching the principles of soul freedom. He held and 
taught that civil government had no authority to en- 
force upon any the discharge of their duties toward 
God, but that the civil magistrate could rightfully deal 
only with civil affairs, that is, with the relations of 
man to man, not with the relations of man to God. 
He was therefore the first in the New World to advo- 
cate total separation of church and state. 

This honor has been claimed for Lord Baltimore, 
but, as pointed out elsewhere in these pages, Epis- 
copacy being the established religion of England, Lord 
Baltimore and his coreligionists were compelled for 
their own protection to grant toleration to others. 
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New World. This honor rightfully belongs to Roger Wil- only joined the ship’s com- | denc 
liams and Rhode Island. The Maryland Legislature has 
expended large sums for a celebration, and for the erec- 
tion of memorials at the place of settlement and in Cowes, 
England, the starting point abroad, quite unworthily, be- 
cause neither historical evidence nor present-day history 
supports its much-advertised boast of freedom of con- 
science and equal religious rights of all its inhabitants 
before the law. 

The Act of Assembly creating a commission has these 
words as its preamble: 

“WHEREAS, In view of the approaching tercentenary of the found- 
ing of Maryland, and the fact that the original settlers sailed from 
Cowes, Isle of Wight, England, in the ‘Ark’ and ‘Dove,’ Nov. 22, 
1633, and made their first temporary landing on or about March 25, 
1634, on St. Clement’s Island, in the Potomac River, Maryland, and 
at St. Mary’s City, March 27, 1634, they permanently settled and 
there established a free representative government, providing, for the 
first time in history, separation of church and state, and securing to 
the people of Maryland religious toleration and the right to worship 
according to the dictates of their own conscience.” 


on March 25, 





Maryland ( 
Founder of Relig 
in America is 


This language in- By 
scribed on the base of Atty. B. H.Harto 
the statue to Calvert at | Member tft 
the Baltimore Court 
House by the Society for Colonial h ae 
Wars, is in the preamble to the Act an ¢ 
of- General Assembly for Maryland, ner, 
and doubtless will reappear in the cour 
other memorials now to be estab-  sove 
lished. land 

It is history that when the group __ by 
attached to Lord Baltimore was leav- _ pass 
ing Gravesend, England, at the date __latir 
first mentioned, all the Catholics with 
under the Jesuit Father White re-  enjo 

fused to take the theological , with 


ARYLAND claims immortality for itself in Europe oath of allegiance, left Lord It 
and America for introducing religious liberty into the Baltimore. (Cecilius), and) Will 


And they reproduce, almost literally, the following lines: 

“Cecilius Calvert (Lord Baltimore) on Nov. 13, 1632, with the co- 
operation and assent of the first colonists, proclaimed in England and 
1634, established the Palatinate of Maryland, and for 
the first time in the English-speaking world, established freedom of 
religious worship according to any Christian form and separation of — 
church and state.” 
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e e 
ica is FALSE 

By : pany later at Cowes; 
. H|Hartogensis = and, further, upon the 
r offaltimore Bar —_ arrival at St. Clement’s, 

¢ all the colonists put up 
jal |} a cross and celebrated mass before 
‘ct = an altar in the Roman Catholic man- 
1d, ner, taking formal possession of the 
he country “for our Saviour and for our 
ib- sovereign Lord the King of Eng- 

land.” And in accordance therewith 

up by an “Act for Church Liberties” 
iv- passed in the newly established Pa- 
ite latinate in 1641, “the Holy Church 
ics | within this province shall have and 
re- enjoy all her rights, liberties, wholly 
cal | without blemish.” 


rd It is also history that Roger and then in Rhode Island actually established a govern- 
1d | Williams had in 1634-35 been ent of entire religious freedom for all sects, embodying 
denounced for preaching, his objections to a state church of the kind established by 
law in Maryland Palatinate. 
these views: 


“A state church is an abomination, whether it abide in Rome, Eng- 
As it would be confusion for the ehurch 
to censure such matters and acts of such persons as belong not to the 
church, so it is confusion for the state to punish spiritual offenses, 
for they are not within the sphear [sic] of a civil jurisdiction.” 











lvefliand the Maryland Colonists 








Maryland—Granted Only Partial 
Religious Freedom 


The claim that Maryland was the first State to 
establish full freedom of religious worship, and com- 
plete separation of church and state, is not borne out 
by the facts. It is true her first constitution was 
liberal in many respects. ‘“‘Many of those whom the 
Puritans of New England persecuted, and the church- 
men of Virginia harried, found rest and... freedom 
of conscience” within her borders. 

But the fact remains that the Toleration Act of 
1649 did not include all faiths and beliefs within its 
provisions. Only those who professed to believe in 
Jesus Christ and the Trinity were allowed free exercise 
of their religious opinions. ‘Since Unitarians and 
Jews [and nonbelievers generally] were excluded, this 
Toleration Act is not entitled to all the credit that has 
often been given to it.” 

In 1656 the Catholics were refused toleration, and 
from 1715 to 1819 their rights were abridged. Near 
the close of the seventeenth century, “religious tolera- 
tion was abolished, and the Church of England became 
the State church, supported by taxation of the people.” 

According to Woodrow Wilson and many other his- 
torians, the Calverts did not bring religious liberty 
to Maryland. 





land, or in Massachusetts. 


and the persons thereof. 


For Trinitarians Only 


President Ira Remsen, of the Johns Hopkins University, 
in dedicating Blashfield’s mural painting at the Baltimore 
Court House, accentuated the fact that from the beginning 
Williams insisted upon an absolute separation of church 
and state, and that Baltimore did not do this, although 
he did insist that Catholics and Protestants in the province 
should live together in peace. 
of 1649, framed by Calvert, especially makes as a capital 
offense the denial of “our Saviour Jesus Christ to be the 
Son of God,” and likewise blasphemy of the Holy Trinity 
So equality was intended for 
Trinitarian Christians only; this miscalled act of tolera- 
tion follows in due form of law the language of an indict- 
ment for blasphemy, resulting in the execution in England 
just prior to this time of two such deniers, and nine years 
thereafter (1658), following its very terms, they took into 
custody at St. Mary’s, Md., a Jew, Dr. Lumbrozo, for not 
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Roger Williams expressed 


Indeed, the act of religion 





114 


affirming such belief. He would surely 
have been hanged but for amnesty 
shortly proclaimed. Yet on remaining 
he paid the price of civil rights accorded 
him by taking oath on the faith of a 
Christian, wherefore his believing core- 
ligionists carefully, till the Revolution- 
ary War, kept away from the Palati- 
nate. 

The Church of England, in authority 
and control from the beginning, was 
established by law in 1692. The Cath- 
olies were refused toleration first in 
1656, and then in 1715-16 were com- 
pelled, as a test of office, to take the 
oaths of abjuration and abhorrence until 
the year 1819, when the act was re- 
pealed. Charles Carroll, of Carrollton, 
a Catholic signer of the Declaration of 
Independence and a great figure, could 
not accept office. Jews also fell under 
the same exclusion, despite a prolonged 
fight of bitterness, beginning 1797 and 
ending 1825. The very charter granted 
by Charles I to George Calvert required 
that all churches in the Palatinate be 
conducted according to the ecclesiastical 
laws of England. Woodrow Wilson 
epitomized it by saying the Calverts did 
not bring religious liberty to Maryland. 

For Political Reasons 

Professor Petrie, of the Johns Hop- 
kins University, in his “Church and 
State in Early Maryland,” shows that 
no interpretation was to be put upon the 
charter whereby “the Church of Eng- 
land may suffer by change, prejudice, 
or diminution.” Prof. John Latane, of 
the same university, in discussing the 
boast of toleration, showed clearly that 
Calvert adhered to this policy for po- 
litical and economic and not for reli- 
gious reasons, the kind that actuated 
Roger Williams in his granting equal 
rights before the law to believers and 
nonbelievers alike. 

Maryland does not measure up to the 
announcement made by the State legis- 
lature for its coming tercentenary cele- 
bration, because: 

1. The test of office is upon the “faith 


of a Christian,” with exception for 
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Jews, who will announce their belief in 
future rewards and punishments; those 
of all other creeds and nonbelievers and 
atheists alike are excluded from offices 
of public trust, despite the Federal Con- 
stitution. 

2. Witnesses and jurors alike are dis- 
qualified if unbelieving in a God who 
will reward and punish. 

3. Blasphemy, denial of Christ in the 
very language of the above edict of “tol- 
eration” of 1649, is punishable severely. 

4. Sunday, “the Christians’ Sabbath, 
the Lord’s day, is established in com- 
memoration of the rise of our Saviour 
from the grave.” 

5. Religiously consecrated marriages 
are alone legal, and not civil or contract 
marriages, although the State grants 
civil divorces. 

It is time that this misrepresentation 
be broadcast everywhere as bunk. 








Shall the Government Change 
the Religious Days? 
(Continued from page 101) 

to the tune of 60 per cent. When 60 
per cent reverse their answers to the 
same question, but placed in a different 
setting, we feel justified in making the 
statement that at least 60 per cent did 
not understand the questionnaire which 
the National Calendar Committee sub- 
mitted to them. 

If 60 per cent of those who are now 
using the thirteen-period calendar in 
their own businesses are opposed to the 
blank-day principle, we feel justified in 
saying that a much larger percentage 
of those business men who have never 
used the thirteen-period plan in their 
businesses, would undoubtedly be op- 
posed to the blank-day scheme if it was 
clearly explained to them. 

We hold that the general public has 
not been sufficiently informed relative 
to this proposed blank-day calendar 
scheme, as to what is involved in it in 
all its bearings upon society and its so- 


cial and religious customs; and there- 
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fore it is inopportune and unfair to the 
general public for an International Con- 
ference to foist such a revolutionary 
ealendar upon an unsuspecting world. 

If this International Conference con- 
vened by the League of Nations expects 
sixty-two nations to ratify such a treaty 
arrangement, it had better take the gen- 
eral public into its confidence, and not 
upset all religious customs by one stroke 
of the international legislative pen. A 
good plan can always afford to take the 
general public into its confidence. Such 
has not been done in this matter. 
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Puritan Justification for Persecu- 
tion of Quakers 
(Continued from page 103) 


or punishment; although their professed tenets, 
turbulent and contentious behaviour to author- 
ity, would have justified a severer animadver- 
sion, yet the prudence of this court was exer- 
cised only in making provision to secure the 
peace and order here established against their 
attempts, whose design we were well assured 
by our own experience, as well as by the ex- 
ample of their predecessors in Munster, was 
to undermine and ruin the same; and accord- 
ingly, a law was made and published, prohibit- 
ing all masters of ships to bring any Quakers 
into this jurisdiction, and themselves from 
coming in, on penalty of the house of correc- 
tion, till they could be sent away: notwith- 
standing which, by a back door they found 
entrance, and the penalty inflicted on them- 
selves, proving insufficient to restrain their 
imprudent and insolent obtrusions, was in- 
ereased by the loss of the ears of those that 
offended the second time; which also being 
too weak a defense against their impetuous 
and fanatic fury, necessitated us to endeavor 
our security. And upon serious consideration, 
after the former experiments of their incessant 
assaults, a law was made that such persons 
should be banished on pain of death. Accord- 
ing to the example of England, in their provi- 
sion against Jesuits; which sentence being 
regularly pronounced, at the last court of as- 
sistants against the parties above named: and 
they either returning or continuing presump- 
tuously in this jurisdiction, after the time 
limited, were apprehended and owing them- 
selves to be the persons banished, were sen- 
tenced (by this court) to death, according to 
the law aforesaid, which hath been executed 
upon two of them; Mary Dyer, upon the peti- 
tion of her son, and the mercy and clemency 
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of this court, had liberty to depart within two 
days; which she hath accepted of. The con- 
sideration of our gradual proceedings will 
vindicate us from the clamorous accusation of 
severity. Our own just and necessary defense, 
calling upon us (other measures failing) to 
offer the point which these persons have vio- 
lently and willfully rushed upon; and thereby 
are become Felons de se, which might have 
been prevented and the sovereign law, salus 
populi, been preserved, our former proceedings 
as well as the sparing of Mary Dyer upon an 
inconsiderable intercession, will manifestly 
evince we desired their life absent, rather than 
their death present. 

“Many of that sect of people, which are 
commonly called Quakers, having from foreign 
parts, and other colonies, come at sundry times 
and in several companies and numbers into 
this jurisdiction of the Massachusetts; and 
those lesser punishments of the house of cor- 
rection, and imprisonments for a time having 
been inflicted on some of them; but not suffer- 
ing to deter or keep them away, but that still 
they have presumed to come hither upon no 
other ground or occasion (for ought that could 
appear), but to scatter their corrupt opinions, 
and to draw others to their way, and so to 
make disturbance, and the honored general 
court having hereupon made an order and law, 
that such persons should be banished and re- 
moved hence, on pain of death, to be inflicted 
on such of them as, after their banishment, 
should presume to return and come hither 
again. The making and execution of the afore- 
said law, may be cleared to be warrantable and 
just upon such grounds and considerations as 
these, viz.: 

“1, The doctrine of this sect of people, is 
destructive to fundamental truths of religion, 
as the sacred trinity, the person of Christ, and 
the Holy Scriptures as a perfect rule of faith 
and life; as Mr. Norton hath showed in his 
tractate against the Quakers. Yea, that one 
opinion of their being perfectly pure, and 
without sin, tends to overthrow the whole gos- 
pel, and the very vitals of Christianity; 
for they that have no sin, have no need of 
Christ or of His satisfaction, or His blood to 
cleanse them from their sin; no need of faith 
to believe in Christ for imputed righteousness 
to justify them, as being perfectly just in 
themselves; no repentance, as being righteous 
and without sin; no need of growing in grace, 
nor of the word and ordinances of God that 
they may grow thereby: for what need they 
to grow better, who are already perfect?—no 
need of Christian watchfulness against sin, who 
have no such enemy as sin dwelling in them, 
as Paul had, but are free from the presence 
and being of sin,—and therefore Christ need 
not to say to them, as sometimes to His dis- 
ciples, Watch and pray, that ye enter not into 
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temptation; the spirit is willing, but the flesh 
is weak; for having no such flesh or weakness, 
they have no need of watchfulness; they have 
no need to purify themselves daily as all Chris- 
tians should, for they are perfectly pure al- 
ready; no need to put off the old man, and put 
on the new, like the Christians to whom Paul 
wrote his epistles; for what need they to do 
this, when they are already without sin, and so 
without all remainder of the old man?—such 
fundamentals of Christianity are overthrown 
by this one opinion of theirs; and how much 
more by all their other doctrines. 

“Now the commandment of God is plain, 
that he that presumes to speak lies in the name 
of the Lord, and turn people out of the way 
which the Lord hath commanded to walk in, 
such a one must not live, but be put to death 
(Zech. 13:3; Deut. 13:6; 18:2), and if the 
doctrine of the Quakers be not such, let the 
wise judge. 

“2. It is the commandment of the blessed 
God, that Christians should obey magistrates 
(Titus 3:1), and that every soul should be 
subject to the higher powers. Rom. 13:1. 
Yea, be subject to every ordinance of man for 
the Lord’s sake (1 Peter 2:13), and yield 
honor and reverence, or fear to such as are 
in authority (Prov. 24: 21; 1 Peter 2:17), and 
forbear all cursing and reviling and_ evil 
speeches, touching such persons (Ex. 22: 28; 
Eccl. 8: 2; Titus 5 [3]: 2; Acts 23:5). And 
accordingly good men have been wont to be- 
have themselves with gestures, and speeches 
of reverence and honor toward superiors in 
place and power, as Abraham bowed down him- 
self to the Hittites (Gen. 23:7, 12); Jacob 
and his wives and his children unto Esau (Gen. 
33: 3, 6, 7); Joseph’s brethren unto Joseph, 
being governor of Egypt (Gen. 42:6; 43: 26, 
28); Joseph to his father Jacob (Gen. 48: 12) ; 
Moses to his father-in-law Jethro (Ex. 18:7); 
Ruth to Boaz (Ruth 2:10); David to Saul 
(1 Sam. 24:6); Abigail, Bathsheba, and the 
prophet Nathan to King David (1 Sam. 25: 23; 
1 Kings 1: 16, 23, 31); with others that might 
be added: and for reviling and contemptuous 
speeches, they have been so far therefrom, 
that they have spoken to and of their superiors 
with terms and expressions of much honor and 
reverence, as father (1 Sam. 19:3; 1 Kings 
19:20; 2:2, 12); Master (2 Kings 6: 15; 
1 Sam, 24:6; Gen. 33: 13, 14; 1 Peter 3: 6); 
My Lord (1 Sam. 24:8; Gen. 44: 18, 19, 20; 
1 Sam. 1:15, 26); Most noble Festus (Acts 
26: 25); Most excellent Theophilus (Luke 1: 
3), and the like. That servant of Abraham 


(Genesis 24) doth call Abraham by the term 
and title of master, a matter of twenty times, 
or not much less in that one chapter; and on 
the contrary, it is noted as a brand, and of 
false teachers, that they despise dominion, and 
are not afraid to speak evil of dignities (2 
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Peter 2:10; Jude 8), though the very angels 
would not do so unto the devil. 2 Peter 2: 11; 
Jude 9. 

“Now, it is well known that the practice of 
the Quakers is too like these false teachers 
whom the apostles speak of, and that they are 
far from giving that honor and reverence to 
magistrates which the Lord requireth, and good 
men have given to them, but on the contrary, 
show contempt against them in their very out- 
ward gestures and behavior, and some of them 
at heart spare not to belch out railing and curs- 
ing speeches; witness that odious cursing letter 
of Humphrey Norton: and if so, if Abishai 
may judge, they are worthy to die; for so he 
thought of Shimei, for his contemptuous car- 
riage and cursing speeches against David. 2 
Sam. 16:9, 19, 21. And though David at that 
time did forbear putting him to death, he gave 
charge to Solomon that this Shimei having 
cursed him with such a grievous curse, he 
should not hold him guiltless, but bring down 
his hoary head to the grave with blood. 1 
Kings 2:8, 9. According to which direction 
King Solomon caused him to be put to death. 
Verses 44, 46. 

“3. Also in this story of ‘Solomon and 
Shimei, it is recorded (1 Kings 2) how Solomon 
confined Shimei to Jerusalem, charging him 
upon pain of death not to go out thence, and 
telling him, if he did he should die for it; 
which confinement when Shimei had broken, 
though it were three years after, and upon an 
oceasion that might seem to have some weight 
in it, viz., to fetch again his servants that 
were run away from him, yet for all this, the 
confinement being broken, Solomon would not 
spare him, but put him to death; and if execu- 
tion of death be lawful for breach of confine- 
ment, may not the same be said for breach of 
banishment? Confinement of the two may seem 
to be much straighter, because in this a man 
is limited to one place and debarred from all 
others; whereas in banishment a man is de- 
barred from no place but one, all others being 
left to his liberty; the one debars him from all 
places save that it gives liberty to one, the 
other gives liberty to all places save that it 
restrains from one, and therefore if death may 
be justly inflicted for breach of confinement, 
much more for return upon banishment, which 
is these Quakers’ case. 

“4, There is no man that is possessed of 
house or land, wherein he hath just title and 
propriety as his own, but he would count it 
unreasonably injurious that another who had 
no authority thereto should intrude and enter 
into his house without his, the owner’s, consent; 
yea, and when the owner doth expressly pro- 
hibit and forbid the same;-we say, when the 
man that so. presumes to enter, hath no author- 
ity thereto: for if it were a constable or other 
officer legally authorized, such a one might 
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enter notwithstanding the householder dissent 
or charge to the contrary; but for them that 
have no authority the case is otherwise, and 
if such one should presume to enter into an- 
other man’s house and habitation, he might 
justly be impleaded as a thief or a usurper, 
and if in case of such violent assault the 
owners, Le defendendo, should slay the as- 
sailant and intruder, his blood would be upon 
his own head; and if private persons may in 
such case shed the blood of such intruders, 
may not the like be granted to them that are 
the public keepers and guardians of the com- 
monwealth? Have not they as much power to 
take away the lives of such as contrary to 
prohibition shall invade and intrude into their 
public possessions or territories, as private and 
particular persons to deal so with them that 
without authority shall presume to enter into 
their private and particular habitations? which 
seems clearly to be the present case; for who 
can believe that Quakers are constables over 
this colony to intrude themselves, invade and 
enter whether the colony will or no, yea, not- 
withstanding their express prohibition to the 
contrary? If in such violent and bold attempts 
they lose their lives, they may thank themselves 
as the blamable cause and authors of their own 
death. 

“5. Who can make question, but that a man 
that hath children and family, both justly may 
and in duty ought to preserve them of his 
charge (as far as he is able) from the dan- 
gerous company of persons inflicted with the 
plague or pestilence, or other contagious, 
noisome, and mortal diseases; and if such per- 
sons should offer to intrude into the man’s 
house among his children and servants, not- 
withstanding his prohibition and warning to 
the contrary, and thereby shall endanger the 
health and lives of them of the family, can 
any man doubt that in such case, the father 
of the family in defense of himself may with- 
stand the intrusion of such infected and dan- 
gerous persons, and if otherwise he cannot keep 
them out may kill them? 

“Now in Scripture, corruption in mind or 
judgment is counted a great infection or de- 
filement, yea, and one of the greatest; for the 
apostle saying of some men, that to them there 
is nothing pure, gives this as the reason of it, 
because even their mind conscience is defiled 
(Titus 1:15), as if defilement of mind did 
argue the defilement of all; and that in such 
case there was nothing pure, even as when 
leprosy was in the head, the priest must pro- 
pounce such a man utterly unclean sith the 
plague was in his head. Lev. 13:44. And 
it is the Lord’s command that such corrupt 
persons be not received into house (2 John 
10), which plainly enough implies that the 
householder hath power to keep them out, and 
that it was not in their power to come in, if 
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they pleased, whether the householder would 
or no. And if the father of a particular fam- 
ily may thus defend his children and household, 
may not magistrates do the like for their sub- 
jects, they being nursing fathers and nursing 
mothers, by the account of God in Holy Scrip- 
tures. Isa. 49: 23, 

“Is it not clear that if the father in the 
family must keep them out of his house, the 
father of the commonwealth must keep them 
out of his jurisdiction? and if sheep and 
lambs cannot be preserved from the danger of 
the wolves, and the wolves will break in among 
them, it is easy to see what the shepherd or 
keeper of the sheep may lawfully do in such 
a case. 

“6. It was the command of the Lord Jesus 
Christ to His disciples, that when they were 
persecuted in one city, they should flee into an- 
other. Matt. 10:23. And accordingly it was 
His own practice so to do many a time, both 
when He was a child and afterward (Matt. 
2:13, 14; 12:15; John 7: 1, 8, last; 10: 39); 
and so was also the practice of the saints, 
witness what was written of Jacob (Gen. 27: 
42, 43; 28:5); of Moses (Ex. 2:14, 15); 
of Elias (1 Kings 19: 3); of Paul (Acts 9: 24, 
25, 29, 30; 17:13, 14); and of the apostle 
(Acts 14: 4, 5), and others who, when they have 
been persecuted, have fled away for their own 
safety; and reason requires that when men 
have liberty to it, they should not refuse so 
to do, because otherwise they will be guilty 
of tempting God and of incurring their own 
hurt, as having a fair way open for the avoid- 
ing thereof, but they needlessly expose them- 
selves thereto. 

“If therefore that which is done against 
Quakers in this jurisdiction were indeed perse- 
cution, as they account of it, though in truth 
it is not so, but the due ministration of justice, 
but suppose it were as they think it to be, what 
spirit may they be thought to be acted or led 
by, who are in their actings so contrary to the 
commandment and example of Christ and of 
His saints in the case of persecution, which 
these men suppose to be their case? Plain 
enough it is, if their case were the same, their 
actings were not the same, but quite contrary, 
so that Christ and His saints were led by one 
Spirit and these people by another; for rather 
than they would not show their contempt of 
authority and make disturbance among His 
people, they choose to go contrary to the ex- 
press directions of Jesus Christ and the ap- 
proved examples of His saints, although it be 
to the hazard and peril of their own lives.” 


This record of the Massachusetts Gen- 
eral Court shows clearly that the Puri- 
tans of the Massachusetts Bay Colony 
attempted to re-establish the theocracy 








118 


as it existed in the days of Moses, for- 
getting that God Himself abolished the 
theocracy, and stated it was not to be 
re-established until Christ took the reins 
of the government into His own hands. 
The Lord made it clear in the Scrip- 
tures, after He abolished the theocratic 
form of government in Israel and sub- 
jected His people to the rule and author- 
ity of the civil government of foreign 
powers, that no one was authorized to 
sit in judgment upon another man’s 
faith and belief in the future, but God 
alone in the last day. All the religious 
persecutions in the past have been con- 
ducted in the name of God and religion, 
and supposedly supported by the Scrip- 
tures, but clearly without divine sanc- 
tion or authority. Christ Himself was 
persecuted in the name of God and reli- 
gion by religious people, and as Christ 
faced His persecutors who sought to in- 
snare Him, He said, “Ye do err, not 
knowing the Scriptures, nor the power 
of God.” 

It will be noticed that these persecut- 
ing Puritans thought they were doing 
the will of God by putting the Quakers 
to death, and that the trouble was not 
with the civil authorities nor with the 
law, but with the inability of the Quak- 
ers to adjust their consciences to the law 
of the majority. The Quakers were to 
blame, they said, for bringing those 
judgments on their own heads. The 
Puritans thought they ought to receive 
“encouragement and commendation 
from all prudent and pious men,” in- 
stead of criticism. 


Thus reason the religious persecutors 
of today, even though they may not re- 
sort to the same extreme penalties of the 
law to bring dissenters to time. Thus 
the religious and political persecutors 
have always reasoned. Our only hope 
for religious freedom and liberty of con- 
science is to divorce religion and politics 
and separate the church from the state. 
The civil government should always 
maintain a position of absolute neutral- 
ity upon every religious issue. The civil 
magistrate may personally observe reli- 
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gious obligations, but he should never, 
in his official capacity, enforce religious 
obligations upon others. c. Ss. L. 


BS SB BS 


Christ Not Eligible to Citizenship 
in the United States 
(Continued from page 104) 


But is such devotion to a military 
fetishism, which overrides the suprem- 
acy of the conscience, a guaranty of 
national preservation? The unerring 
lesson which history teaches, is that 
every government in the past that was 
overthrown for its arrogant assertion of 
nationalism and its tyrannical manifes- 
tation of power, met its downfall at the 
hands of the very military forces it had 
built up to sustain governmental des- 
potism over the inalienable rights of 
men and over the conscience of the in- 
dividual. 

The Supreme Court has gone farther 
toward establishing a military despotism 
in America than have the legislative and 
executive branches of our government. 
Congress and the President have always 
recognized the conscientious scruples of 
the individual in every war in which the 
United States has engaged. They have 
always made provision to protect not 
only the religious convictions of the in- 
dividual whose conscience would not 
permit him to bear arms or take human 
life, but Congress and the President 
have never in all our history drafted 
ministers of the gospel nor women into 
the fighting units of our military forces. 

The Supreme Court, in rendering this 
5 to 4 decision denying citizenship to 
aliens with conscientious convictions 
against bearing arms, has put a pre- 
mium upon disloyalty to God, and has 
placed the alien who becomes natural- 
ized at a disadvantage. The Constitu- 
tion states that a naturalized citizen 
shall enjoy all the immunities and priv- 
ileges under the Constitution which are 
granted to free-born citizens, with one 
exception, namely, eligibility to the 
Presidency of the United States. This 
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ruling of the Supreme Court makes an- 
other exception to the privileges a nat- 
uralized citizen may enjoy. 

Every free-born citizen thus far has 
enjoyed the privilege of the supremacy 
of his conscience as to whether he would 
bear arms in time of war. The alien 
who applies for citizenship does not 
enjoy this equality of privileges before 
the civil law or the bar of justice, when 
he is compelled to forswear that priv- 
ilege as a condition precedent to qualify- 
ing for citizenship. The natural-born 
citizen has no such handicap imposed 
by the government upon his citizenship. 
His conscientious scruples relative to 
the matter of bearing arms are recog- 
nized and have always been respected. 
The Constitution of the United States 
says that every citizen, natural born or 
naturalized, shall be entitled to equal 
privileges and immunities, and the equal 
protection of the laws, with the one ex- 
ception,—that the naturalized citizen 
shall not be eligible to the office of Presi- 
dent. 

We agree with the Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court, who wrote the mi- 
nority opinion, that the majority deci- 
sion undermines the fundamental prin- 
ciples, the great American ideals of 
freedom, the inalienable rights of all 
mankind, and the unsullied traditions 
upon which our founding fathers estab- 
lished our Republic. c. Ss. L. 
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Some Press Comments on the 
MacIntosh-Bland Citizen- 
ship Cases 
(Continued from page 106) 


The Rochester Times-Union, from up- 
State New York, has this to say: 


“After a study of this opinion, we are con- 
vinced Mr. Hughes’ course is the wiser one. 
The majority opinion will not alter the flow 
of immigrants. It will not make good soldiers 
of men who do not want to go to war. We 
shall not in any sense be much if any better 
off for it. It has committed us to a rigid 
policy on the oath of arms. We think it would 
have been more in keeping with the sentiment 
of the country if the Supreme Court had in- 
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voked Chief Justice White’s famous ‘rule of 
reason’ instead.” 


The fact that the President of the 
United States is a Quaker, leads a num- 
ber of editors to refer to the well-known 
stand of the Quakers against military 
service. We quote from some of these: 


“Quakers as a group, feeling the stigma of 
a 5 to 4 decision by the United States Supreme 
Court making political outcasts of persons of 
their religious belief, have protested against 
the decisions in the Schwimmer, MacIntosh, and 
Bland cases, refusing these persons the right 
of citizenship because of conscientious or reli- 
gious conviction against war. 

“This country has formally and officially out- 
lawed war, yet will not admit to citizenship 
even women and aged religious teachers with 
anti-war convictions, who could not bear arms 
in any case. The Quakers of Philadelphia and 


‘vicinity have replied to the court: 


“Ts the belief that all war is wrong... so 
out of harmony with the moral judgment of 
mankind and so great a menace to the State 
that the freedom of thought and conscience 
must be sacrificed at this point? We em- 
phatically believe not.’ 

“They are as emphatic in their belief after 
the decisions as before, and agreeing with them 
in their attitude toward the decisions are Chief 
Justice Hughes and Justices Holmes, Brandeis, 
and Stone. The Quakers are in good company 
in their protest. 

“It has been pointed out that the decisions 
in these cases are more legalistic than expres- 
sions of the sentiments of the majority of the 
court. That is, the majority hold that citizen- 
ship papers must be refused in such cases be- 
cause Congress, which has full power to do so, 
has not positively affirmed the eligibility of 
such persons to citizenship, otherwise qualified. 
The particular persons concerned in the deci- 
sions are recognized as among the most desir- 
able kinds of citizens in all other respects, and 
it is a humiliation to the country that such 
persons are barred.”—Topeka Daily Capital. 

“Under this decision, as a Quaker, President 
Hoover could not, were he an alien, be ad- 
mitted to American citizenship. The decision 
makes war one of the objectives of America. 
Under its terms not only a man, but a woman, 
must be ready to carry a gun and shoot an- 
other human, in order to be a citizen. 

“We had profiteers who made millions of 
dollars in the last war. They preyed like cor- 
morants upon the American people by dishonest 
exactions in shipbuilding and in other kinds 
of contracts. The profiteering by American 
citizens was one of the great scandals of the 
war. 

“The absurdity of the majority opinion is 
seen in the fact that these profiteers are rated 
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as good citizens, while 2 Canadian war nurse 
who exposed herself to the perils and did a 
heroine’s work in the World War is denied 
American citizenship. 

“Meanwhile, so long as there is need for 
defense there will be plenty of loyal American 
citizens to defend good old U. S. A. without 
calling women to arms. The regrettable fea- 
ture in the majority opinion is the distrust 
that it brings upon the high court.”—Oregon 
Journal, 

“Tt’s lucky for Herbert Hoover that his 
Quaker family got into this country before the 
Supreme Court delivered that arms-bearing de- 
cision.” —Tacoma Ledger. 


The Daily Northwestern (Oshkosh, 
Wis.) points out that Professor Mac- 
Intosh and Miss Bland “might have re- 
acted as probably others have done, by 
uttering a lie, thus securing the desired 
naturalization without difficulty, but 
they preferred to be true to themselves 
and to principle, even if it cost them 
their coveted citizenship.” 


The Baltimore Sun speaks strongly in 
two editorials, excerpts from which are 


here offered : 

“This decision the Supreme Court has up- 
held, and it is now written in the law, that a 
man who puts his allegiance to God ahead of 
his allegiance to the United States is not at- 
tached to the principles of the Constitution 
and cannot become a citizen.”—The Evening 


Sun. 

“In this clash, though borne down by num- 
bers, the minority opinion will command, we 
believe, the support of almost all thoughtful 
persons. The idea that people, obviously far 
better equipped for citizenship than the vast 
majority of successful applicants, should be re- 
jected because of honest reservations as to 
what they will do in some hypothetical war in 
some uncertain future, is repulsive to good 
sense. Supporters of the majority view will, 
of course, come down hard on the necessity of 
making every possible safeguard of the na- 
tional integrity. But the national integrity is 
not served by such a blind subservience to far- 
fetched hypotheses as is dictated by this deci- 
sion. 

“As an expression of a national ideal, the 
decision of the majority of the Supreme Court 
of these United States is disheartening. They 
have made the nation safe for morons.”—The 
Sun. 

The Literary Digest of June 27, 1931, 
quotes a pithy paragraph from the Nor- 


folk Virginian-Pilot: 
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“Another thing it would be difficult to ex- 
plain to the man from Mars is why Al Capone 
ean be an American citizen and Prof. Douglas 
MacIntosh cannot.” 


We wonder why! 

According to a Washington dispatch 
to the New York Times of June 20, Miss 
Bland has petitioned the United States 
Supreme Court for a rehearing. It is 
understood that Dr. MacIntosh has also 
offered a similar petition. We shall 
watch with interest the outcome of these 
petitions. 

S&S RS 


Constitutional Freedom of the 
Press Upheld 


(Continued from page 107) 


Even Oliver Cromwell, the Puritan, 
was true to this Anglo-Saxon tradition 
when he gave his answer to those who 
wanted him to suppress a book written 
in defense of the deposed king and 
strongly criticizing Cromwell’s own gov- 
ernment. Cromwell replied: 

“Let him have his book. If my government 
is made to stand, it has nothing to fear from 
paper shot.” 

The founders of the American Re- 
public believed in the freedom of the 
press, and safeguarded that freedom in 
the fundamental law. Thomas Jeffer- 
son said, in 1799: 

“T am for freedom of religion, and against 
all maneuvers to bring about a legal ascendancy 
of one sect over another; for freedom of the 
press, and against all violations of the Con- 
stitution to silence by force and not by reason, 
the complaints or criticisms, just or unjust, of 
our citizens against the conduct of their 
agents.” 

Jefferson even went so far in his ad- 
vocacy of a free press, that he said if 
he had to choose between government 
and a free press to correct evils, he 
would choose a free press without gov- 
ernment as the swiftest and most effec- 
tive corrector of public evils. “As long 
as the press can be protected, we trust 
them for light,” he said, and continued, 
“Where the press is free and every man 
able to read, all is safe,” 
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Upholds Former Liberty Defenders 

Chief Justice Hughes and the major- 
ity of the Supreme Court upheld the 
ideals of American freedom, and entered 
into the spirit of the great defenders of 
liberty in the past, as they addressed 
themselves to the task of settling in the 
highest judicial tribunal of the land the 
important question of whether the State 
legislature and a State supreme court 
of Minnesota could pass a law abridg- 
ing the freedom of the press, or regulat- 
ing the publication of news or editorial 
opinion by an injunctive process of “re- 
straint previous to publication,” merely 
upon the assumption or even proof of 
its “defamatory or malicious” nature 
against public officials. 

This is the first case of this kind that 
has come before the Supreme Court for 
adjudication. The opinion of Chief 
Justice Hughes, without previous legal 
precedent, blazes a new path for the 
cause of Constitutional liberty, and es- 
tablishes a judicial landmark in the legal 
history of our Republic. The decision 
involved the legal construction of the 
scope of the word “liberty” as employed 
in the Fourteenth Amendment to the 
Federal Constitution. The First 
Amendment, which says, “Congress 
shall make no law respecting an estab- 
lishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech or of the press,” does 
not apply to the State legislatures, but 
only to Congress. But under the provi- 
sions of the Fourteenth Amendment a 
restriction is placed upon the State leg- 
islatures affecting the very issues set 
forth under the provisions of the Four- 
teenth Amendment, by the following 
enactment : 

“No State shall make or enforce any law 
which shall abridge the privileges or immunities 
of citizens of the United States; nor shall any 
State deprive any person of life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law, nor deny 
to any person within its jurisdiction the equal 
protection of the laws.” 

It was by this provision of the Con- 
stitution and his interpretation of the 
word “liberty” as used in the Fourteenth 
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Amendment, that Chief Justice Hughes 
allied himself with the Miltonie doctrine 
of the freedom of the press,—that 
“above all other liberties” is “the liberty 
to know, to utter, and to argue freely 
according to conscience.” 

The State of Minnesota in 1925 passed 
a law “which provided for the abate- 
ment, as a public nuisance, of any ‘mali- 
cious, scandalous, and defamatory news- 
paper, magazine, or other periodical,’ 
and providing for the suppression of 
such publications by the process of so- 
called ‘previous restraint,’—that is, 
upon proper showing, by the issuance 
of an injunction against the offending 
publisher.” 

“Under this statute the county attor- 
ney of Hennepin County brought an 
action to enjoin the publication of the 
Saturday Press, published in Minne- 
apolis,” which had criticized public offi- 
cials in its editorials, which, the plain- 
tiffs alleged, were “ ‘largely devoted to 
malicious, scandalous, and defamatory 
articles,’ concerning certain law enforce- 
ment officers, the mayor of Minneapolis, 
the chief of police, members of the grand 
jury, and others, alleging collusion with 
the bootlegging traffic.” Both the lower 
and the supreme court of the State up- 
held the State law abridging the free- 
dom of the press. The defendant, upon 
Constitutional grounds, appealed to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

After reviewing the facts in the case, 
Justice Hughes plunged immediately 
into an interpretation of the vital issue 
involved,—whether the provisions of the 
Fourteenth Amendment were sufficient 
to restrain a State legislature from en- 
acting legislation abridging “the free- 
dom of the press” under any circum- 
stances. The Chief Justice said: 

“If we cut through mere details of procedure, 
the operation and effect of the statute in sub- 
stance is that public authorities may bring the 
owner or publisher of a newspaper or periodical 
before a judge upon a charge of conducting a 
business of publishing scandalous and defama- 
tory matter—in particular, that the matter con- 
sists of charges against public officers or offi- 


cial dereliction; and unless the owner or 
publisher is able and disposed to bring com- 
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petent evidence to satisfy the judge that the 
charges are true and are published with good 
motives and for justifiable ends, his newspaper 
or periodical is suppressed, and further publi- 
cation is made punishable as a contempt. This 
is the essence of censorships. 

“The question is whether a statute authoriz- 
ing proceedings in restraint of publication is 
consistent with the conception of the liberty 
of the press as historically conceived and guar- 
anteed. In determining the extent of the Con- 
stitutional protection, it has been generally, if 
not universally, considered that it is the chief 
purpose of the guaranty to prevent previous 
restraints upon publication. The struggle in 
England directed against the legislative power 
of the licenser, resulted in the renunciation 
of the censorship of the press. The liberty 
deemed to be established was thus described 
by Blackstone: ‘The liberty of the press is 
indeed essential to the nature of a free state, 
but this consists in laying no previous re- 
straints upon publications, and not in freedom 
from censure for criminal matter when pub- 
lished. Every free man has an undoubted 
right to lay what sentiments he pleases before 
the public; to forbid this is to destroy the free- 
dom of the press; but if he publish what is 
improper, mischievous, or illegal, he must take 
the consequences of his own temerity.’ 

“Madison Blazed the Way 

“The distinction was early pointed out be- 
tween the extent of the freedom with respect 
to censorship under our Constitutional system 
and that enjoyed in England. Here, as Madi- 
son said, ‘The great and essential rights of the 
people are secured against legislative as well as 
against executive ambition. They are secured, 
not by laws paramount to prerogative, but by 
constitutions paramount to laws. This security 
of the freedom of the press requires that it 
should be exempt, not only from previous re- 
straints by the executive, as in Great Britain, 
but from legislative restraint also.’ This court 
said in Patterson vs. Colorado, 205 U. S., 454: 
‘In the first place, the main purpose of such 
Constitutional provisions is to prevent all such 
previous restraints upon publications as had 
been practiced by other governments,’ and they 
do not prevent the subsequent punishment of 
such as may be deemed contrary to the public 
welfare. The preliminary freedom extends as 
well to the false as to the true; the subsequent 
punishment may extend as well to the true as 
to the false. This was the law of criminal libel 
apart from statute in most cases, if not in 
Belo sees 

“The fact that for approximately 150 years 
there has been almost an entire absence of 
attempts to impose previous restraints upon 
publications relating to the malfeasance of 
public officers, is significant of the deep-seated 
conviction that such restraints would violate 
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Constitutional rights. Public officers, whose 
character and conduct remain open to debate 
and free discussion in the press, find their 
remedies for false accusations in actions under 
libel laws providing redress and punishment, 
and not in proceedings to restrain the publica- 
tion of newspapers and periodicals. The gen- 
eral principle that the Constitutional guaranty 
of the liberty of the press gives immunity from 
previous restraints has been approved in many 
decisions under the provisions of State consti- 
tutions. The importance of this immunity has 
not lessened. While reckless assaults upon 
public men and efforts to bring obloquy upon 
those who are faithfully endeavoring to dis- 
charge official duties, exert a baleful influence 
and deserve the severest condemnation, it can- 
not be said that this abuse is greater, and it 
is believed to be less, than that which char- 
acterized the period in which our institutions 
took shape. 
“Need of a Vigilant Press 


“Meanwhile, the administration of govern- 
ment has become more complex, the opportu- 
nities for malfeasance and corruption have 
multiplied, crime has grown to most serious 
proportions, and the danger of its protection 
by unfaithful officials, and of the impairment 
of the fundamental security of life and prop- 
erty by criminal alliances and official neglect, 
emphasize the primary need of a vigilant and 
courageous press, especially in the great cities. 
The fact that the liberty of the press may be 
abused by miscreant purveyors of scandal does 
not make any the less necessary the immunity 
of the press from previous restraint in dealing 
with official misconduct. Subsequent punish- 
ment for such abuses as may exist is the appro- 
priate remedy, consistent with Constitutional 
privilege... . 

“The Road to Censorship 


“The recognition of authority to impose pre- 
vious restraint upon publication in order to 
protect the community against the circulation 
of charges of misconduct necessarily would 
carry with it the admission of authority of the 
censor against which the Constitutional barrier 
was erected. The preliminary freedom, by vir- 
tue of the very reason for its existence, does 
not depend, as this court has said, on proof 
of truth. Equally unavailing is the insistence 
that the statute is designed to prevent the cir- 
culation of scandal which tends to disturb the 
public peace and to provoke assaults and the 
commission of crime. Charges of reprehensible 
conduct, and in particular of official malfea- 
sance, unquestionably create a public scandal, . 
but the theory of the Constitutional guaranty 
is that more serious public evil would be caused 
by the authority to prevent publication.” 


This decision of the Supreme Court 
should settle forever the much mooted 
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question whether the Congress of the 
United States or the State legislatures 
can establish a national or State censor- 
ship of the press. Bills have been in- 
troduced of late into every session of 
Congress and into many State legisla- 
tures, aiming at a censorship of the 
press. The Supreme Court says that 
the founders of our Republic erected a 
“Constitutional barrier” against just 
such censorship. There is just one 
Constitutional remedy against abuse of 
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the freedom of the press, and that is 
redress for grievances under our libel 
laws. 

Liberty under the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment means not only protection of the 
freedom of the press and of speech, but 
freedom of religion and _ conscience 
against State legislative infringement. 
We rejoice in this victory for Constitu- 
tional freedom over the dominance of 
legislative action, whether State or na- 
tional. Cc. Ss. L. 


Religious Intolerance Still Prevalent 
in America 


jt pastor of a Protestant church in 
Virginia writes the editor as follows: 

“Your LIBERTY magazine is fine reading to 
the carnal mind, and very conducive to worldly 
thinking. ... Your eyes are wrong, and your 
mind carnal. The Sabbath should be observed 
in a real Christian way. This country was 
founded by Christian men. Now if you and 
your kind do not like this country, the Sabbath 
observance and Christian influence, you have 
your liberty to go to Japan or Africa, and the 
sooner the better. I have no need of your 
LIBERTY magazine, so you need not waste any 
more of your time in sending me such junk.” 

The editor of the LipertTy magazine is 
a minister of the gospel of Jesus Christ, 
and as a firm believer in the observance 
of the Sabbath day, he preaches its ob- 
servance whenever he has an oppor- 
tunity. There are just two ways of 
observing the Sabbath,—one is the Chris- 
tian way and the other is the un-Chris- 
tian way; one is the right way and the 
other is the wrong way. The right way 
is the voluntary way, the wrong way is 
the involuntary way. The voluntary 
way makes a man a better Christian be- 
cause he follows the dictates of his con- 
science; the involuntary way makes a 
man a mere hypocrite, because his con- 
science is forced by the legal author- 
ities in religious matters. 

We are sorry our brother minister in 
the gospel has elevated himself to the 
judgment throne, and has taken upon 


himself the responsibility to decide the 
spiritual status of the editor of the 
LIBERTY magazine by declaring without 
qualification, “Your eyes are wrong, 
and your mind is carnal.” We have 
often wished we had more spirituality 
than we have, but this is the first time 
we have been told that our “mind is 
carnal,” and that the principles of civil 
and religious liberty as set forth in the 
LIBERTY magazine appeal “to the carnal 
mind” and to “worldly thinking.” It 
certainly is a sorry commentary upon 
our times if our appeals to keep church 
and state separate, to protect the in- 
dividual in his right to worship or not 
to worship God according to the dic- 
tates of conscience in religious matters, 
and to defend freedom of speech and 
of the press, “is fine reading to the car- 
nal mind, and very conducive to worldly 
thinking” only. 

We do not believe that these great 
American ideals have altogether lost 
their appeal for the spiritual-minded. 
We certainly would lament the fact if 
the great majority of the serious-minded 
religious people did not adhere to the 
lofty ideals set forth in the LiBerty 
magazine. In fact, we have received so 
many letters of commendation from 
clergymen of all sects and religious per- 
suasions that we are inclined to think 
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that our fellow clergyman, writing from 
Virginia, represents a very small mi- 
nority. 

His suggestion that if the editor of 
Lizerty and his “kind do not like this 
country,” they may take their exit “to 
Japan, or Africa, and the sooner the bet- 
ter,” sounds very humorous to the editor 
of the Liserty magazine. The editor’s 
ancestors came to America in 1634, and 
seven generations ago his ancestor on 
his father’s side of the family settled 
on a 400-acre tract of land at Valley 
Forge, Pa., where the American Army 
under General Washington camped dur- 
ing that soul-trying winter of 1777-78, 
when the liberties of America trembled 
in the balance. To tell an American 
whose ancestors were’ Huguenots who 
fled from European religious oppression 
to America, that they might found a 
nation where all should have religious 
freedom, and whose ancestors were 
among the first pioneers in this coun- 
try, to make his exit “to Japan or Africa, 
and the sooner the better,” would seem 
rather amusing if it were not intended 
to be serious. 

The fact that this spirit of vindictive- 
ness and religious intolerance is a pro- 
nounced characteristic of all religious 
legalists who seek to promote the cause 
of religion by civil enactments, and who 
desire to send into exile all those who 
dare to hold dissenting views upon reli- 
gious questions, is one of the paramount 
reasons why such a periodical as the 
LIBERTY magazine should be in the field 
to defend the rights of all men, irre- 
spective of their religious faith. 

While there are not many who enter- 
tain the intolerant spirit of our brother 
clergyman, yet there are altogether too 
many. At any rate, we propose to re- 
main in America, for we believe we have 
as clear and fair a title to remain here 
as most other Americans have, and we 
believe we have a special mission to ful- 
fill as long as religious men want to send 
others into exile for holding divergent 
views upon the question of religious be- 
lief. c. Ss. L. 
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“Getting Tired of the Legislative 
Short Cut’ 


In the San José Post, a lawyer’s news- 
paper published at San José, Calif., in 
the issue of Friday, July 3, 1931, ap- 
pears the following editorial note under 
the above caption: 


“The Right Reverend Ernest M. Stires, Prot- 
estant Episcopal Bishop of Long Island, re- 
cently warned fifty members of the Woman’s 
National Sabbath Alliance against advocating 
State or national legislation to compel the ob- 
servance of Sunday, at a meeting in the Hotel 
Astor in New York City. He said: 

“<The best method of teaching people to 
keep holy the Sabbath is by personal example. 
The world is getting tired of those who take 
the legislative short cut to bring others to their 
way of thought and action. Let all men be free 
to choose their own form of Sunday recreation 
of the mind, body, and spirit, providing always 
that they do not disturb the worship of others.’ 

“What Bishop Stires says is true: personal 
example and education are the best means of 
bringing about reform. But he also spoke a 
great truth which would be a blessing if legis- 
lators could learn to apply it,—‘The world is 
getting tired of those who take the legislative 
short cut to bring others to their way of 
thought and action.’ 

“Every business man and all who think, know 
how true is this statement! It would be a 
great step if legislators could learn this, and 
have the courage to apply it in their job. We 
all try to do things by laws. If puncture vine 
(a California roadside plant very destructive 
of automobile tires) makes inroads, we pass a 
resolution instead of hoeing the weeds. If bar- 
bers want to remove competition, they try to 
pass a Sunday-closing law. The result of that 
move showed how tired the public is of this 
kind of legislative action.” 


If we only had a few more men of 
Bishop Stires’ type, we might succeed 
in removing the legislative octopus 
whose tentacles have entwined them- 
selves around our religious institutions. 
Religion, in order to be healthy and 
prosperous, must be free from legisla- 
tive entanglements. A religion which 
is promoted by legal force instead of 
voluntary action, is destined to share the 
fate of all the legal religions of the past 
which had to reap a harvest of bitter 
humiliation and despoliation at the 
hands of their own legal plunderers. 
The grandest thing America ever did 
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for the benefit of both the church and 
the state, was to grant a bill of divorce- 
ment to each. 


s SB BSB 


Controversy Over the Teaching of 
Religion to High School Stu- 
dents in Greater New York 
(Continued from page 111) 


appeared innocent and smooth on the 
surface. There has always been first a 
union of divergent church forces which 
made the first advances and perfected 
the preliminary steps. After these di- 
vergent church forces gained sufficient 
strength and popularity, they sent out 
tentative feelers toward the political in- 
stitutions, in the hope of obtaining co- 
operation and political aid for the fur- 
theranee of church ends. What were 
first considered voluntary and sugges- 
tive measures afterward became civil 
mandates. Mutual co-operation  re- 
solved itself in time into ecclesiastical 
and political coercion. The whole sys- 
tem has in it the logic of religious and 
political persecution. 
Separation Must Be Complete 


The Interfaith Committee’s plan will 
result ultimately in the state’s teaching 
religion. If the state allows credit for 
it, why not? There is but one escape 
from such a contingency, and that is by 
denying the authority of the state to 
meddle with religious questions, or to 
form any sort of contingent alliance 
with the chureh and religion. Only as 
this separating line between the func- 
tions of the church and the state are 
kept distinct and absolutely independ- 
ent, can we protect and safeguard the 
rights of the citizen and preserve the 
stability of the state and the purity of 
religion. Any alliance or bond binding 
the church and the state in their inde- 
pendent functions, in their separate and 
distinct spheres of operation, is not only 
an injury to both, but forebodes evil to 
all concerned. Religious progress is not 
gained through a union of church and 
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state. Such a course always results in 
making outcasts of unbelievers and plac- 
ing them beyond the pale of the protec- 
tion of the law. 


Encouragement Dangerous 

The more public commendation such 
a movement receives, the greater will be 
its danger in the future and its tendency 
to encroach upon the rights of mankind. 
The church and state alliances for mu- 
tual co-operation in religious education, 
do not lead to the emancipation but the 
enslavement of the human mind. A pro- 
fession of religion, or even of Christian- 
ity itself, is no guaranty against reli- 
gious bigotry and intolerance. When 
Theodore Parker, that prophet of God 
to New England, who did so much to 
bring about the separation of church 
and state in the educational system, lay 
dying, literally worn out by his arduous 
labors for the emancipation of the hu- 
man mind and the relief of the destitute 
and perishing, the militant Puritan 
Christians publicly prayed in Boston 
that a “hook might be put in his jaws ;” 
but the outcasts and the oppressed whom 
he had delivered from bondage flocked 
to his funeral, planted flowers on his 
grave, and literally watered them with 
their tears. 

The history of the United States has 
demonstrated that the total separation 
of church and state in all departments 
of the civil government is far better for 
religion than a union of religion with 
the state. In the United States it is no 
longer an experiment. Here, under a 
complete divorcement of chureh and 
state, so far as the Federal Government 
is concerned, both the church and the 
state have enjoyed a spiritual and ma- 
terial prosperity that is unparalleled in 
any other nation. The more completely 
such a church and state separation is 
maintained in the several States of the 
Union, the greater has been the progress 
in the religious realm. 


Already Gone Too Far 


In some States in this Union the 
pupils in the public schools are sub- 
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jected to a compulsory reading of the 
Bible on the part of public officials. 
These States claim that there can be no 
morality without religion, and no reli- 
gion without the Bible; and so all chil- 
dren in these public schools are com- 
pelled to listen to the reading of the 
Bible by State officials. But statistics 
reveal that some of these States which 
require the Bible to be read under the 
penalty of the penal codes, stand near 
the top of the list in criminal records. 
If compulsory attendance upon religious 
services and the reading of the Bible 
are conducive to the elevation of public 
and private morals, then our State peni- 
tentiaries, which require all prisoners to 
attend chapel services and listen to the 
reading of the Bible, ought to furnish 
some data showing spiritual reforma- 
tions above those penal institutions 
which do not require compulsory at- 
tendance at such religious exercises. 

But statistics reveal that less than 2 
per cent of the inmates in such institu- 
tions are ever converted to religion or 
reformed in their moral attitude. Those 
that were converted and reformed expe- 
rienced that transformation, not because 
they were compelled to attend religious 
services or because some State official 
was required by law to read a portion 
of the Scriptures to them daily, but be- 
cause some quiet, sweet, spiritual influ- 
ence was brought to bear upon their 
lives, and made a voluntary appeal to 
the heart instead of to the head. Fore- 
ing outward assent to a religious re- 
quirement, while the heart dissents, does 
not make better Christians, but more 
confirmed hypocrites. We have enough 
hypocrites in the world today; we need 
not increase their number by law. 


Any State Sanction Un-Christian 

God ordained a pure religion, and 
He gave the world principles of truth 
and virtue which have sufficient merit 
in them to withstand the opposition of 
all foes and win their way into the 
hearts of men without state aid. Christ 
made no alliance with the civil govern- 
ment. He never appealed to the state 
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for aid. His teachings survived by vir- 
tue of their own merits. It is an insult 
to God, to Christ, and to the Christian 
religion, to say that their moral prin- 
ciples cannot survive unless they are 
given legal support and sanction on the 
part of the state. 

The state should give no support or 
preference by law to the teachings of 
any religious society. The civil govern- 
ment should always maintain a position 
of absolute neutrality toward all reli- 
gions, so that all citizens, irrespective 
of religious belief, may stand on an 
equality before the civil law and the 
bar of justice. 

No interference or obstacle should 
ever be permitted to be placed in the 
way of the free exercise of the rights 
of conscience of the individual. The 
state is ordained to protect the rights 
of the minority as well as of the major- 
ity in religious matters. Because a reli- 
gion is popular and has many adherents, 
is no reason why the state should place 
its legal sanction upon its tenets and 
afford it legal advantages. Because the 
state excludes religion from its educa- 
tional curriculum and allows credit only 
for secular studies, evinees no hostility 
on the part of civil government to the 
Bible, to religion, or to religious teach- 
ing, but rather a friendliness to religion 
and a neutrality toward all sects, which 
cannot be maintained otherwise, and 
which is essential to spiritual and po- 
litical progress, and to religious tran- 
quillity and peace. 

State Must Remain Neutral 

This neutrality in government is the 
natural outgrowth of the heterogeneous 
element of our citizenry in order to be 
just to all. The idea that the Christian 
religion is entitled to any higher con- 
sideration and to greater privileges be- 
fore the law than “the pagan, the Mor- 
mon, the Brahman, and the Jew, the 
Swedenborgian and the Buddhist, the 
Catholic and the Quaker,” was rejected 
by the founders of this Republic. If 
the state is to accept credit because reli- 
gious instruction is given in the Douay, 
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the King James, and the Jewish ver- 
sions, under the control of the Interfaith 
Committee, on what ground can it re- 
fuse to give similar credit to religious 
instruction given by the leaders of 
paganism, Mormonism, Christian Sci- 
ence, Spiritualism, Swedenborgianism, 
Buddhism, and Brahmanism? All these 
religions are operating in America, and 
are educating their followers and chil- 
dren in their own religious institutions 
at their own expense. If the state 
should go the full length in order to be 
just and fair to all its religious profes- 
sors, as well as to atheists, the Inter- 
faith Committee of Greater New York 
undoubtedly would be among the first 
to protest such a course of action on 
the part of the State. If the Catholic, 
the Protestant, and the Jewish leaders 
who compose the Interfaith Committee, 
believe that the State of New York 
should give them legal preference in this 
matter, we would like to inform them 
that such a preferentiai claim is in- 
hibited by the Bill of Rights in the State 
constitution of New York. That Bill of 
Rights says expressly, “No discrimina- 
tion or preference” to religion by law 
shall be made against any citizen or 
“religious profession.” 

The state knows no difference between 
any forms of religious beliefs, provided 
they do not transgress its civil regula- 
tions. New York as a State recognizes 
no preferential sects, but the principle 
of the equality of right of “all mankind” 
before the civil law. The great State 
of New York recognizes the natural in- 
defeasible rights of conscience, which in 
the language of its constitution are be- 
yond the control or interference of any 
human authority, and it grants no spe- 
cial privileges to any religion above an- 
other. 


With U. S. Grant, we say: 


“Let us labor for the security of free thought, 
free speech, free press, pure morals, unfettered 
religious sentiments, and equal rights and priv- 
ileges for all men, irrespective of nationality, 
color, or religion; encourage free schools, re- 
solve that not one dollar appropriated to them 
shall go to the support of any sectarian school; 





127 


resolve that neither State nor nation shall sup- 
port any institution save those where every child 
may get a common school education, unmixed 
with any atheistic, pagan, or sectarian teach- 
ing; leave the matter of religious teaching to 
the family altar, the church, and the private 
school, supported entirely by private contribu- 
tion. Keep church and state forever separate.” 


c. Ss. L. 
Ss SB BF 


The Three Hebrew Worthies and 
the Fiery Furnace 
(Concluded from page 108) 


place of the true worship of God. But 
God does not want even the true wor- 
ship enforced under duress of civil law. 
Offenses against God should never be 
punished by men. “Vengeance is Mine; 
I will repay, saith the Lord.” “Every 
one of us shall give account of himself 
to God,” says Paul. “Let us not there- 
fore judge one another any more.” 
“Hast thou faith? have it to thyself be- 
fore God” 

God never made a man wise enough, 
good enough, or great enough to sit in 
judgment upon another man’s con- 
science and judge the motives of his 
heart. No man’s conscience is the cri- 
terion for another man’s conscience. 
God made the conscience free in the 
realm of religion, and never intended 
that men or civil authorities should en- 
slave it. The only power that should 
ever dominate the conscience of man is 
the power of divine love. In matters 
of religion the state should maintain a 
position of absolute neutrality so long 
as the free exercise of the conscience 
respects the equal rights of all men. 

c. 8S. L. 
Ba SB SB 


Texas Approves Repeal of 
Sunday Laws 


Tue Texas Legislature has removed 
the ban on Sunday baseball and moving 
pictures, making it possible for the dif- 
ferent communities to do on’ Sunday 
what they want to do, so long as they 
do not violate the civil laws of the State. 
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News ana Comment 





Presbyterians Authorize 
Boycotting 


THE Ruling Elders’ Association, rep- 
resenting the Presbyterian churches in 
Chester and Delaware Counties, Pa., 
passed a resolution calling upon “all 
voting members to cast their ballots in 
the future only in behalf of those can- 
didates who are willing to support 
measures aimed to strengthen sabbath 
[Sunday] observance.” If the Catholic 
hierarchy should instruct all Catholics 
to vote only for such political candidates 
as are willing to support measures that 
would strengthen the observance of the 
mass, what a protest would go up from 
the Presbyterian elders! Religious con- 
trol of elections is no holier when it 
comes from a Protestant hierarchy than 
when coming from a Catholic source. 
It is the forerunner of a union of church 
and state, and of ecclesiastical domi- 
nance in politics. 
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Sunday Law Works Injustice 


AN intoxicated man, while driving 
an automobile on Sunday in Chau- 
tauqua County, New York, was arrested, 
tried, convicted, and fined before a jus- 
tice of the peace. The defendant con- 
fessed his guilt, but appealed his case 
to a higher court, asking that the judg- 
ment be set aside because he was sen- 
tenced on Sunday. He won his ease be- 
fore the higher court, because the Sun- 
day law of New York, like that of many 
other States, prohibits courts from func- 
tioning on Sunday. The Lord’s Day 
Alliance of America complains about 
the outcome of such a procedure where 
justice miscarried under the operations 
of the New York Sunday law. The Alli- 
ance may lay this miscarriage of justice 
at its own door, as it is responsible for 
the retention of these antiquated reli- 
gious laws. 
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Sunday Law Referendums 
Coming 


A Sunpay motion picture and base- 
ball battle is staged for the November 
election on a referendum for the cities 
of Baltimore and Hagerstown, Md., and 
in the cities of East Liverpool and 
Wooster, Ohio. The municipalities of 
New Hampshire are empowered, by an 
act of the legislature, to decide whether 
they will have Sunday laws or not. The 
citizens of Wisconsin will vote on the 
question of repeal of Sunday laws in 
1932. In each place the Ministerial As- 
sociations and the Lord’s Day Alliance 
are fighting for a closed Sunday so that 
the churches may have no competition. 








The Late President Harding an 
Ardent Champion of Re- 
ligious Liberty 
(Concluded from page 109) 


people, ever aiming at the common good... . 
Liberty is gone in America when any man is 
denied by anybody the right to work and live 
by that work, it does not matter who denies.” 


On another occasion President Hard- 
ing said: 

“All of us demand liberty and justice. There 
cannot be one without the other, and they must 
be held the unquestioned possession of all peo- 
ples. Inherent rights are of God, and the 
tragedies of the world originate in their at- 
tempted denial, The world today is infringing 
their enjoyment by arming to defend or deny, 
when simple sanity calls for their recognition 
through common understanding.’ 


In his speech at Colorado Springs, on 
his last trip to the West, President 
Harding said: 

“If we are going to make of this America 
of ours all that the fathers sought, if we are 
going to make it true to the institutions for 
which they builded, we must continue to main- 
tain religious liberty quite as well as civil and 
human liberty. The United States never can 
afford to deny religious freedom in this Repub- - 
lic of ours.” 
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Ir a man has to be legislated into 
heaven, he will never get there. 











A New Convert to Religious 
Liberty 

In the July-August, 1931, issue, the 
Christian Statesman, official organ of 
the National Reform Association, which 
for more than sixty-five years has 
worked for compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance laws, the compulsory reading of 
the Bible in the public schools, and the 
legal recognition of all Christian institu- 
tions, customs, and usages in the funda- 
mental law of the land, seems to have 
at last experienced a change of heart. 
In this issue of the 


him to observe a religious custom under 
the penal codes contrary to his faith and 
conscience, the foundations of freedom 
for all men are undermined. 

We are glad the National Reform 
Association has changed front, and is 
now championing the cause of freedom 
for the individual conscience, instead 
of the group conscience. If it continues 
to adhere to this fundamental American 
ideal as well as Christian principle, that 
civil authorities are not to invade the 
sacred rights of conscience in religious 
concerns, the Na- 
tional Reform lead- 








Christian States- 
man we find the 
following remark- 
able statement on 
the front cover, 
under the caption: 


“The Palladium of 
All Liberties 


“Every arch has its 
key. Every battle line 
has its Verdun. Ev- 
ery life has its vital 
eenter, and every 
sphere of life has its 
strongholds which pro- 
tect it. Human liber- 
ties are protected by 
one element of free- 
dom. That palladium 
of all freedom is the 
liberty of the indi- 








THE STATUE OF LIBERTY 
BY GLEE H. KING 


HOLD high thy torch, Fair Liberty; 
Freedom’s the price of human blood 
Commingled with deep prayer to God 

That heart and conscience might be free. 


God’s hand has fueled Freedom’s fire, 
That through its light of liberty 
Men might His love and mercy see, 

Undimmed by fagot, stake, and pyre. 


Let not thy foes who wily planned 
Beguile thee into peaceful sleep, 
And while thou dost contented rest, 
Pluck Freedom’s torch from out thy hand. 


With jealous care and constant eye 
Thy silent vigil keep, that we, 
Beholding from afar, may see, 

Fair Liberty, thy torch held high. 


ers will not be 
found in the fu- 
ture in legislative 
halls asking aid of 
the civil govern- 
ment to compel 
others to observe 
Sunday according 
to their own no- 
tions, nor in the 
civil courts prose- 
cuting those who 
conscientiously ob- 
serve another day 
than Sunday as 
holy time, or those 
who make no »ro- 
fession of religion 
at all. Let us hope 














vidual conscience. If 
that is maintained, all 
liberties flourish, and freedom comes to its glory. 
When that is invaded, all freedom disappears. 
No personal, religious, or civic freedom is safe 
when conscience is enslaved by any power. 

“One of the noblest declarations of Christian 
thought is this, ‘God alone is Lord of the con- 
science, and hath left it free from the doctrines 
and commandments of men which in anything 
are contrary to the word of God.’ So long as 
that banner is kept aloft, God rules all life, 
and the freedom of His kingdom blesses all 
life.” 

We welcome this new convert to the 
principles of religious liberty for “the 
individual conscience.” Truly this is 
the “palladium of all freedom,” and 
when the state denies the right of the 
individual to exercise his conscience in 
religious matters, such as compelling 


and pray that this 
conversion may prove to be lasting. 
c. S. L. 
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Liberty Nuggets 


TruTH, like gold, shines brighter when 
it is rubbed. 


FREEDOM of speech and of the press 
is the palladium of our civil rights. 


INDIFFERENCE to the Constitutional 
safeguards of liberty constitutes the 
greatest menace of a free people. 


Computsory Bible reading may re- 
duce the number of Biblical illiterates, 
but it will fail to develop character. 











HENRY MOSLEY, ARTIST 


Dio HE BEAUTIFUL CUSTOM OF ANNUAL THANKSGIVING ORIGINATED 
IN MASSACHUSETTS IN 1631. THE SETTLERS THERE WERE 
FACED BY STARVATION. A CALL HAD BEEN ISSUED APPOINTING 
A DAY OF FASTING AND PRAYER. FEBRUARY 22 WAS THE AP- 
POINTED DAY, BUT ON THE TWENTY-FIRST A LONG-OVERDUE 
VESSEL LADEN WITH PROVISIONS ARRIVED FROM ENGLAND, 
AND THE FAST DAY WAS CHANGED TO ONE OF THANKSGIVING. 

THANKSGIVING DAY DID NOT BECOME AT ONCE AN ESTABLISHED CUS- 
TOM; THAT WAS A SLOW GROWTH; BUT WE TRACE OUR NATIONAL DAY 
OF THANKSGIVING BACK TO THE HAPPY ARRIVAL, THREE CENTURIES AGO, 
OF THAT FOOD-LADEN VESSEL FROM ENGLAND. 

WE HAVE SPOKEN OF OUR THANKSGIVING AS A BEAUTIFUL CUSTOM, 
AND SO IT IS, BECAUSE IT IS WHOLLY VOLUNTARY; NO ONE IS REQUIRED 
TO OBSERVE IT; BUT IT HAS BEEN VIEWED WITH. DISTRUST BY SOME AS A. 
RELIC OF CHURCH AND STATE UNION. MAY IT NEVER PROVE A SNARE TO 
FREEDOM OF CONSCIENCE IN THIS FAIR LAND OF LIBERTY. 
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